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Ill a recent paper on some forms of the Bold genus Lichanura (Proc.

U. S. Nat. Mils., XII, 1889, pp. 98-99) tlie i)reseiit writer remarked
" that it is more than jnobaVile that additional material will alter the

above results," and that " the manifest great variability of the charac-

ters derived from the number and shape of scales* and plates in these

snakes makes it quite likt'ly that some of the Ibrms here recognized, Iq

the future will be recognized only as varieties."

I have sul)se(|uently had the opportunity to study the extreme vari-

ability in the allied genus Charina (Proc. U. S. Nat. Mus., xiii, 1890,

]>p. 177-1812), about which I liad occasion to state (p. 179) that in an

extensive series '^ no two specimens are alike as far as the plates of the

bead are concerned," and that " there is hardly an individual with both

halves of the head alike."

These results had already greatly inlluenced my views in regard to

the various sjiecies of Livhanura, and additional material since received,

for which we are again under obligations to Mr. Charles K. Orcutt,

of San Diego, California, has made it desirable to review the whole

question.

The result would have been very unsatisfactory, however, or I should

perhajjs say it Mould have been still more unsatisfactory than even now,
had it not been for the liberality of the authorities of the Philadelphia

Academy of Natural Sciences, who promptly and generously granted

my recjuest for the loan of the type specimens of L. myriolepis and
rosvofnuca.

A series of 9 specimens of these rare snakes is a material greater

than any one before me has been able to compare. The enormous indi-

vidual variability, which I shall demonstrate later on, renders tlie re-

sult, nevertheless, somewhat doubtful, and although it may be regarded

as a step towards the linal settlement of the (|nestion, I must still regard

it as only i)relimiuary. In treating of it I shall therefore adhere to the

same conservative proceeding which I employed in regard to Charina

[torn, cit., p. 181), viz, to recognize as distinct any form which can not

be conclusively proven to be only an individual variation of some other

form.
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The comparative large size of the eye in L. trivirgata, coupled with

the very pronounced i^attern of coloration, might tempt one to regard
it as the young of one or another of the forms since described, but the

fact that the second specimen (U. S. Nat. Mus., No. 12602), although
very much larger than the smallest of the other forms, in color and
size of eye agrees completely with the type (No. 15502) —a very young
individual —seems to prove the distinctness of this species, which has

so far been found only at the southern extremity of the Lower Califor-

nian peninsula. The low number of gastrosteges may also be a char-

acter of this species.

In addition to this larger size of the eye L. trivirgata shows a very
pronounced difference in coloration from the forms collected farther

north, it being creamy white, with three broad and abruptly defined

blackish-brown longitudinal bands, while the others are either entirely

uniform above, or with only faint indication of brownish zigzag bands on
a bluish ground. Both specimens of this form at hand are identical in

this respect, although of very unequal size, and judging from the origi-

nal description the only other specimens of this species recorded —at

least two (see Proc. Phila. Acad., 1861, p. 304) —were of the same well-

marked pattern.

The same reason which prevented us from regarding the largeness of

the eye as due to young age, operates against explaining the distinct
j

color pattern as a sign of immaturity, for the type of L. myriolepis m\

considerably smaller than Beldiug's specimen of L. trivirgata, and yet

it is not more distinctly marked than all the other specimens found to

the north.

As far as scutellation is concerned it may at once be stated that L.

trivirgata shows no character (with one possible exception) by which it;

can be separated from the forms described as L. myriolepis, roseofusca^

and simplex. The extent of the variability in these forms may bej

gathered from a glance at the table of specimens given below, to sup-

plement which I may use the same words in which I characterized a
j

similar condition in Charina (Proc. U. S. Nat. Mus., xiii, 1890, p. 179), '

viz, "there are no two specimens alike," and " there is hardly an indi-

vidual with both halves of the head alike."

The possible exception referred to above is the low number of gas-j

trosteges (218); but in view of the extent of variation in this respect

among the other specimens (224 to 241) this character can hardly bej

expected to hold.

As to the forms trom " northern Lower California," collected by Gabb,l

and those from southern Upper California, the inspection of the type]

specimens of L. myriolepis and roseofusca has simplified matters con-

siderably. The former is a specimen of comparatively small size, but]

fairly well preserved ; the latter is a skin in alcohol of a large Individ-

1

ual and in a very bad shape. To this unfortunate circumstance is

undoubtedly due the inaccuracies and incompleteness of the original
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description. I have rei'xaminod the .speeimeii with great, care ami

ruiiiuteiiess, and with tlie original description before me I note the fol-

lowing discrepancies:

The number of scale-rows in the type of L. roseofusca is not thirty-

six, but at least forty; the number of scales in the orbital ring is nine',

on one side, ten on the other, not seven and eight; anterior fused into

a large preocular on one side only; loreals ^ on one side only, :}on

the other.

When I add that 1 have only been able to count forty-three scale-

rows in the type of L. myriolepis, it will bo seen that the diflerence

between the alleged two species, or varieties, has been reduced to ii

dirterence of three scale rows, as the slight ditJ'erence in coloration,

now entirely obliterated, is hardly worth mentioning, the other speci-

mens showing that no line can be drawn in this respect. The ditler-

ence alluded to is so slight, however, and the irregularity of the number
of scale rows in the same individual so great, that I have no hesitation

in now ])roTi()uncing L. roseofusca and myrioJvpis to be the same thing,

and as the former name is mentioned first, the species will have to take

that name.

Practically identical with these specimens are three others received

from ]\Ir. Orcutt (U. S. Nat. JMus., Nos. 10327, lOSaO, and 14120). They
demonstrate the great variability of the scales which have been called

subloreals (those written below the lino in the diagnoses), though in

reality only detached pieces of the supralabials*), and, on the other

hand, they seem to establish the numl)er three as the characteristic

number of the true loreals.

The tyi)e of L. sinqylex (U. S. ^'at. Mus., No. 13810) agrees in the

main with the above, the only difference consisting in the small num-
ber of scales in the eye-ring. Hut as the number varies between nine

and ten in the other specimens, and as the paucity is due to the ]>lain

and irregular fusion of several of the scales, I have no hesitation in

saying that the above name should in the future only figure in the

synonymical lists of L. roseofusca.

The status of L. orcutt i differs materially from that of tiie names
already discussed. The low number of scale rows stands so far unap-
j>roached, but for its distinction I rely more upon the number of true

loreals, which is only two tliough in all the other specimens of the

genus there are three true loreals. This low number is not due to fusion

of any two shields, nor to a shortening of the <listam'e between the eye
and the nostril. In addition hereto we have the uiuisually i)rotruding

rostral, so that, all taken into consideration, L. orcutti seems to be the

" It will lio soon that I h.avo altered aomewh.nt the Inreal foniuila of the siiecimeiis

previously descrilied by nie, ii> asiniuh as I have not here reeo^iiiized any siipraloicals.

1 was thin quite nncertain as to what shields I'mreNsor Cope included anion^ Iho
"loreals" of his ori<xinal descriptions, hnt after havini; seen his speciniona I havo
/uodilied my nomenclature so ;ih to bo coniparaMo with his,

X'roc. N. M. 01 .33
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best differentiated form of the group. In the features here referred to

none of tbe other specimens ofier an approach, so that I have no other

choice but to regard it as a good species.

Its status is somewhat like that of Charina hrachyops as compared

with Ch. pinmbea, and resting as it does upon only a siugle specimen

the connectiug link may some day turn up. Then will be the time to

drop it. but not till then.

I am thus forced to recognize, for the present, three species which

may be distinguished as follows

:

o' Eye large, its diameter more than one-third the distance from anterior cauthus to

tip of muzzle
;

gastrosteges about 218 ; color whitish with three blackish-

brown longitudinal bands in strong contrast 1. L. irivirgata.

a^ Eye smaller, its diameter, one- third or less the distance from anterior canthus to tip

of muzzle; gastrosteges 224-241; color brownish or bluish above, with or

without longitudinal bands, which, when present, contrast but little against

the ground color.

fti True loreals, 3 ; scale-rows, 39-43 2. L. roseofusca.

b- True loreals, 2; scale-rows, 35 3. L. orcutti^
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